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To the anarcho-rightist, to say nothing of rightists
generally, I am a veritable Mephisto, inciting my young
and unformed charges to bloody.riot, violence, and rapine.
To the anarcho-leftist, on the other hand, I am a reactionary cop-out, weakening the revolutionary will and
doing the State's work by calling for study, scholarship,
and passivity.· To others, it seems that I careen wildly
from month to month, calling for bloody revolution in
one issue and denounciQg it in the next. In the meanwhile,
the fixed principles which I attempt to apply to the changing
flux of events, tend to disappear amidst the hubbub.
Let us then hammer out the libertarian principles step
by step. FiLSl t is xtoULOLlibertarian thought that the
Sta.li-ls a criminal gang, living off the robbery of taxcoercion and using these funds to murder, pillage, enslave,
and endow favored· groups with special privilege. The
State is founded and has its very being in the use of aggressive violence. Tnerefore, any violence used against the
State is moral, for it is t e mora equivalent of using
violence to protect one's person and property from armed
marauders.
The act of revolution is, therefore, always
moral. For sim ar reasons, any revolutionary act against
any State is aesthetically pleasing, for at least some
State is being weakened, or some State official is getting
his deserved comeuppance.
Having said this, however, we must bring other vectors
of principle into our final judgment: into our final decision on whether to "support" (which means at least to
cheer for) any given concrete revolution. Let us detach
principle from emotion for the moment, and postulate the
hypothetical government of Ruritania. We read that a
revolutionary movement has been formed in Ruritania and
has just blown up a government post office. Since revolution per se is both moral and aesthetically pleasing, our
initial judgment is to cheer:
Hooray, a monopoly post
office has been destroyed, part of the criminal Ruritanian
apparatus has been whittled away.
But having made this judgment, we must Inquire further
into the specific context. What, for example, are the principles of this revolutionary movement? What political ends
does it have in mind? Suppose we find that the Ruritanian
Revolution has one gUiding principle: the destruction of
all redheads, under the theory that all redheads are agents
of the Devil. We must now weigh two principles In making
our judgment on the Revolution: one, the joy in seeing a
criminal State weakened and overthrown; and two, the consideration of what might replace this State. We must then
consider: how bad is the existing State (perhaps It Is dedicated to murdering all blondes for the same reason), and
then weigh this against the probable badness of the new Antl-
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Redhead State once it achieves power. The point here Is
that our final judgment is c0mplex, and that different libertarians, no matter how similar and pure in their libertarian
principle, can and will make different judgments on whether
or not to support the Revolution. Thus, Libertarian A may
say: The existing Ruritanian State is bad, of course, but
at least it doesn't wantonly murder redtJeads; holding my
nose, I denounce the Revolution and support the existing
State as the lesser evil. But Libertarian B may say: Of
course, I deplore the prospective murder of redheads. But
the Revolu~ionary regime wiiI probably impose far lower
taxes, and will be less harsh on brunettes than the current
regime; so I will hold my nose and support the Revolution.
And Libertarian C can have an entirely different kind of
judgment. lie may say: I agree with A that if the Revolution
actually ever seized and held power, their murdering of
redheads would make them mare evil than the existing State.
flou'ever my judgment of the situation tells me that the·
Revolution can never hope to achieve power. They might
well, however, be able so to weaken the existing State
that neither will be able to rule, and Ruritania will be transformed, despite the desires of both parties, into a decentralized, almost Stateless society, with small pockets of
local rulers, and even local anarchies.
Therefore, I
support the Revolution.
The point is that, o~ce we pass the first step: the first
vector of cheering for any armed self-defense against the
State, we can no longer be gUided by pure theory alone.
We must then use our strategic and tactical judgment; we
then have to employ libertarian principle as a complex" art"
rather than as strict application of pure science. And, on
these judgments, equally good libertarians will necessarily
differ. Or, to put It this way: we live, to use the Randian
terminology, in a mixed-premise world. In a sense different from the way they mean it, the villains in Randian
novels are right: governments, political parties, and most
people, are neither "black" nor "white"; they are bundles
of varying shades of mixed-premise "gray." And therefore, libertarian judgments on varying States, political
leaders, revolutions or whatnot are always difficult and
never carry the guarantee of absolute truth. To crib from
one of my own examples, if Richard Cobden were leading a
political or a revolutionary movement against Genghis Khan,
our moral choice between them would be easy Indeed; but
in the real world, we are usually not con'ronted with such
clear-cut polar choices, and hence we must make our
difficult judgments between mixed-premise people, institutions and movements; we must always make complex
choices of "lesser evils."
(Continued on page 4,)
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And here we have a vital clue into the inner totalitarian
nature of the Randian Cult. For Randians firmly believe,
not only that their group must agree on the same basic
principles, but that they also must agree on every single
specific application: down to such remote cases as who to
vote for in the New York mayoralty election. But since
even those who agree completely on the science of liberty
will inevitably differ on its application to our mixed-premise
world, the Randian movement had to face the choice between
allowIng its members to take many different positions on
concrete applications, or enforcing a total "line" on Its
membership; and unfortunately it choiie the latter.
At this point, many libertarians wlI1 cry out: but why
must we choose at all? Whycan'twe take a neutral position
on all these choices, and support no one except pure libertarians wherever they emerge?
The answer Is that we
can't because we live in a real world, a world of different
grades of mixed-premises, a world where not eyeryone
Is equally bad. And in this world, events continue to happen
whether we approve or not; elections take place, wars are
fought, revolutions are waged. If we are to be aware people
in a real world, we must take sides in these events, if
only to favor one or the other outcome. ·Richard Cobden
was not only better than Genghis Khan but also better than
the Tories of his day; Robert A. Taft was better than
Franklin Roosevelt; Mark Hatfield is better than Hubert
Humphrey or Richard Nixon. How can we live in the world
and not choose between outcomes of events whenever there
are any gradations of value that we can place upon such
outcome? We live, to be sure, in a mixed-premise world
but some mixes are better, and some worse, than others:
Furthermore, to "choose", or to "support", does not
necessarily mean voting or active participation; it can
mean simply: whom do we cheer for on election nij1;ht?
Or, whom do we cheer against? Not to make even this kind
of choice is to surrender hopelessly to Ignorance and
obscurantism.
Suppose now that we do not face mixed-premise choices;
suppose that we have a flourishing revolutionary movement consisting only of certified 100% pure libertarians.
Given such a pure libertarian movement, we then know
that the world ushered in by such a revolution will be far
superior to the present. Do we the n call for immediate
armed insurrection aj1;ainst the State? Not necessarily,
for now we must exercise the highly difficult--ana again
unscientific--art of strategic and tactical Judgment. For
while we have the absolute moral right to use force to
repel armed marauders, we do not have the moral duty
to do so. We may often find ourselves in situations where

we are hopelessly outnumbered by the armed burglars,
and therefore our strategically wise course is to give In.
Man has no moral duty to seek martyrdom. Therefore,
even where a revolution would be unimpeachably and
unequivocally moral, it would not necessarily be strategically or tactically correct; when to launch a moral
revolution, if at all, depends on one's concrete judgment
of the relative strength of forces, of the probabilities of
success, etc. And, again, in this necessary but difficult
judgment, opinions among pure libertarians will differ, and
differ markedly.
As for the current situation in the United States, it seems
to me that we can be as close to scientific as any strategic Judgment can ever get: there is no hope whatever,
now or In the foreseeable future, for a successfulllbertarian revolution in America. Such a revolution must then
remain in the realm of moral theory for any foreseeable
time to come; and surely no sober person, acquainted at
all with American reality, can disagree with this judgment.
In that case, the libertarian movement, whatever its tactical
alliance with right or left on this or that concrete Issue,
must concentrate its energies, now and in the future, on
the Indispensable educational work of expanding its theory
and spreading It to as many "converts" as possible. Our
ma or areas of concentration must be the study, the library,
the press, the liVing-room, the seminar, the lecture-hall.
We are primarily an educational movement or we are
nothing.

Gems Of Statism
1. From William F. Buckley's column of September 10:
·Mr. Lindbergh's journals will revive a debate which almost
tore America apart, from the ultimate business of which
we. were saved by the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor,
which annealed the whole nation. What experience could do
suS!,! ~ thing for America today?" Hoping for another Pearl
H[fli)'Otto "anneal" the nation, Chairman Bill.?
2. - MO~,slgnor John Sheridan, asked in ~Is:.oolumn for Our
Sunday I IS 1l0~ (August 301. why there is an absence of priests
and monslgnQ,tl In pele marches, ,1;eplied: ;, "We must
remember that we have delegated certain c'bmmuMity respon-.
slbilities to ou't elected ~vernment and- we must cooperate;.. '.. __
with that governYlJent.;n· ItS broap sJ.rategy; othE!rwise we,
shall have chaos."
~ ~ ..,- ' 3. Humanist Quote of the Month: ·Senator Long (D-La.)
told his colleagues "hat Mideast terrorists should be 'killed
and strung up by their heels until the flies eat their flesh'."
Los Angeles Times (September 21).

